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The Rooker-Feldman doctrine is confined to federal suits brought by state-court losers 
complaining of injuries caused by state-court judgments rendered before the federal 
proceedings commenced. 


The Rooker-Feldman doctrine is confined to federal suits brought by state-court losers 
complaining of injuries caused by state-court judgments rendered before the federal proceedings 


commenced. ! Accordingly, the doctrine precludes federal court jurisdiction only if the federal suit 


is commenced after the state court proceedings have ended? or are final.? The reasoning is that 
there is no state court judgment to review if the federal suit is filed prior to completion of the state- 


court action.* 


WESTLAW 


$ 290. Rooker-Feldman limited to state judgment prior to..., 21 C.J.S. Courts 8 290 


If the federal litigation is initiated before state proceedings have ended, then, even if the federal 
plaintiff expects to lose in state court and hopes to win in federal court, the litigation is parallel, 
and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not deprive the federal court of jurisdiction.” By contrast, 
if the federal litigation is initiated after similar state proceedings have ended, and the plaintiff 
implicitly or explicitly seeks review and rejection of the state judgment, then a federal suit seeking 
an opposite result is an impermissible attempt to appeal the state judgment to the lower federal 


courts, and, under the doctrine, the federal courts lack jurisdiction.° 


Doctrine of dominant jurisdiction. 


The principal difference between claim preclusion (res judicata), which does not affect federal 
jurisdiction, and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, which does, is that the latter doctrine deals with 


situations in which the state court's decision is the source of the harm that the federal suit is 


designed to redress.” 


When there is parallel state and federal litigation, the jurisdictional bar of Rooker-Feldman is 
not triggered simply by entry of a judgment in the state court proceedings; rather, once the state 


court adjudication is complete, disposition of the federal action is governed by preclusion law.® 
In this connection, it has been observed that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not otherwise 
override or supplant preclusion law” or augment doctrines that allow federal courts to stay or 
dismiss proceedings in deference to state court actions.” 

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not bar a challenge in federal court to a rule on which a state- 


court judicial decision was based if the rule was promulgated in a nonjudicial proceeding. |! 
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For discussion of federal court abstention, see C.J.S., Federal Courts §§ 51 to 92. 
As to comity between federal and state courts in the context of parallel litigation, generally, see § 280. 


U.S.—Truong v. Bank of America, N.A., 717 F.3d 377 (5th Cir. 2013). 


© 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. 
Government Works. 


WESTLAW © 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 3 


